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-Th MAILING DA TE of this communication appears on the cover she t with the correspond nee address ~ 

PERIOD FOR RFPI Y [check either a) or b)] 
a) S The period for reply expires 3months from the mailing date of the final rejection 

fee hSe^f^ Petition under 37 CFR 1.136(a) and the appropriate extension 

fee under 37 CFR 1.17(a) is calcutetaKmwSeTiK K mfS^^ ^t^ 8 ^?" 8 am ° Un ' ° f the fee ' The extension 
(2) as set forth in (b) above, if checked. Any reply ■ Sed bv ^oZS^^ir^ re ^.f^ * the final Office action; or 
timely filed, may reduce any earned patent SL^^£S?Sr^) ^ ^ °' the ^ ^ C * 0n ' even if 

1 ' D ^!oS al W3S fi ' ed ° n A PPellanfs Brief must be filed within the period set forth in 

37 CFR 1.192(a), or any extension thereof (37 CFR 1.191(d)), to avoid dismissal of the appeal. 
Kl The proposed amendment(s) will not be entered because: 

(a) m they raise new issues that would require further consideration and/or search (see NOTE below); 

(b) □ they raise the issue of new matter (see Note below); 

(c) D ^rs53^ ptaM the appiication in be,ter form for appeai by materia "* ^ " ^ 

(d) □ they present additional claims without canceling a corresponding number of finally rejected claims. 
NOTE: See Continuation Sheet . 

3. Q Applicant's reply has overcome the following rejection(s): . 

4. D Newly proposed or amended claim(s) _ 
canceling the non-allowable claim(s). 



. would be allowable if submitted in a separate, timely filed amendment 



5.[ 



The a)Q affidavit, b)D exhibit, or cM request for reconsideration has been considered but does NOT olace the 
application in condition for allowance because: See Continuation sw P 6 



6.D The affidavit or exhibit will NOT be considered because it is not directed SOLELY to issues which were nP wiv 
raised by the Examiner in the final rejection. 6S WhlCh were newly 

For purposes of Appeal, the proposed amendment(s) a)B will not be entered or b)D will be entered and an 
explanation of how the new or amended claims would be rejected is provided below or appended 
The status of the claim(s) is (or will be) as follows: 

Claim(s) allowed: . 

Claim(s) objected to: . 



Claim(s) rejected: 1,2 and 4 . 
Claim(s) withdrawn from consideration: 3, 5-15 . 

BU The proposed drawing correction filed on is a)Q approved or b)Q disapproved by the Examiner. 

90 Note the attached Information Disclosure Statement(s)( PTO-1449) Paper No(s). 

10O Other: 



U.S. Patent and Trademark Office 

PTO-303 (Rev. 04-01) 



Advisory Action 



Part of Paper No. 14 



■ Conti^ati n Sheet (PTO-303, £ App|jcatjon Nq 

Tl^llTJ* l^erJollZS " ^ * 8 ^ WhiCh h3S been WithdraW " fr ° m COnsideration and would 



Continuation of 5. does NOT place the application in condition for allowance because: Applicant's arguments are not sufficient to 
overcome the rejections of record. Specifically, Applicant contends that the Teflon sleeve of WO 94/19687 does not fulfill the pressure 
resistant requirement of App cant's claims. However, any sort of Teflon sleeve will inherently show at least a min?ma amount of pressure 
A^ica n nt e s Sairns ^ ^ *° * ° f P ressure - resistanc e- Therefore, WC ) 94/?9687 stilh reads on 

Applicant's request for withdrawal of finality has been considered but is not found persuasive. Applicant's amendments necessitated the 
new grounds of rejection because 1) Applicant narrowed the claim by claiming a "ceramic" molding, and 2 Mn order to presenfa Section 

S T a ? P ICable , t0 , P ^. uirements of the broad «ned claim language, the examiner was forced to amen I the ^Secton J 
SedSS; ° nS f ° rth ^ Primary ref6renCe ° f the ° ri9inal rej6Cti0n ' thus alterin 9 the e2e scope of th 

ISrff rd /° H PP ''? n ^ traV6rSal 0f the restriction requirement, the examiner has fully established the propriety of the restriction 
requirement and made the restriction requirement Final in Paper No.12. Therefore, if Applicant wishes tc i pursue the traversal ofL 
restriction requirement, then a petition is the appropriate course of action traversal of the 
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